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'I. INTRODUCTION

#

. L oa . . - [ @ s sy

A.”- Purpose of this Report

The national program to streggthen the library
reséurces of research institutions was authorizéd as Part-
C of T{ﬁle II of the Higher Education Act (HEA) of 19635
as amended in 1976 as PublictLaw 94-482 on October iz,(
1976. The HEA II-C program was affected by the Edué;tion
Amendments of 1980 as well (PL 96-374). Grants were
awarded under the provisions of the p;oéram forvfiséal.
1978, 1979, l980,»and 1981;, the program-is funded for 1982
and, although adthprized fér 1983, fundiﬁg ig.uncertain at
this writing. It is the purpose of this report to provide
a written historical review of projects funded during the
initial’ four Qears of the HEA I1-C progfgm: FY -'78 ; 'g1.
This review and its objectives were commissioned by the
U.s. Departmené of Education”in'Optober 1981.

Thé expectation, of this historical perspect}ve ie
that it wi;l compare the objecﬁives and accomplishmenps of

HEA II-C funded projects with priorities.for action which

address national need,‘specifically:




l{ Collection development +to strengthen major v “
research library resources- o Co ~ .

*

2. Preservation and conservation of major*research
, ’ Iibrary resources: and .

-

3. Coordinated bibliographic control of serials
- and monographs along with bibliographic access .
to the resources of major research libraries.

- . 'Thus, this. review will concentrate on those funded project
objectives which.addressed these" three,.?@!s of special

concern to major 'tesearch libraries, where the term "major
-'. ' (v I ® N \ .

research libraryf‘is defined.to include an institution of
higher education, an independent research library, a State

Library or otber public library having collections of
< .
national researbh sfgnificance. A summary of awards for
AN ) ¢ ‘\‘
each of the four fiecal periods follows, with an indication

N

y ‘ of the level ofmfunds‘ﬂirected to each of the three areas
‘ . * . .

of specialvintérest,.

L \,‘,' ha

. ;% HEA II-C
, StrengthenLng ReseArch Library Resources Program
Program Actiwities Fiscal Year 1978-1981
W ‘ v “A .‘.o oy - .
FY Collection = Preservation Bibliographic Total
_ Development “' Y Control .Funding
+ ] . o NN ‘“_r‘Tﬂ » . E
1978 § 795,103 $1,340,554 $ 2,864,339 $ 4,999,996 iy
’ Ay [Y f .
LN
1979 $ 628,433 $l.393 201 $ 3,978,366 .$ 6,000,000
{ _ ’ T
1980 § 841,120 - $.‘805 383 $ 4,345,765 $ 5,992,268
l9Bl $ 427'253 $l 29§,5424 $ 4,274,205 $ 6,000,000
Total $2 691,909 $4 b37,680 $15,462, 675 $22,992, 264l
4 _

The framework qf tﬁis report is built on six components,

from which a picture*of Hﬂh II-C is expected to emerge; in

the course of the fbriowing chaptefé I will,




Describe national needs as related to research
ITbrary resources in the areas of collection -
develdpment, preservation, and bibliographic
control and access. While there may be no clear
agreement o6n what the national research library
needs are, there is a substantial body of litera-
ture produced. from the -'1950's which- addresses

~national priorities for action.

Compare stated project goals and their related
objectIves and achievements to the statements of
national neéd which undergird the Title II-C

Program, lqoking for evidence of compatibility
" or incongruity. Projects funded in FY 81 will

obviously not lend themselves to an evaluation

. of achievement, as funding began simultaneously
with this historical reviefsr, however the objec-

tives of the FY 81 projects will be considered
w1th those of the three earlier years.

Describe project goals and specific objectives-
which were not met, identifying if possible,

" the obstacles which prevented achievement..

Analysis of failed objectives should also provide

" information about areas which need continued

additional support to meet national needs of -

‘research libraries. Patterns emerging from this

analysis might he useful as a basis for making
recommendations. about future funding for library
projects.

Describe the goals and plans of the project
Institution If the funded activity was to be
continued beyond the grant period. It is hoped
that information gathered can be used to assess
the longterm institutional commitment to project
goals, as developed for the purposes of securing
grant funding under the provisions of HEA II-C.

Describe other similar bibliographic and pre-
servation projects at major research libraries
which are supported by other Agency or foundation
funding, such as by the National Endowment for
the Humanities, Council on Library Resources,
Mellon, or others, comparing these project goals
and achievements with HEA II-C funded projects.

Attempt to identify project objectives which
address national need still outstanding, draw
conclusions and make recommendations about the

functions of the HEA II-C program in its ability .
ta address the needs of major research library
resources.

5 \ , 3

<




B’ Background of Authorization and Agpropriations for
Awards under HEA II-C

The-program to strengthen the‘resources of major
researchllibraries, including their ability to share  those
resources and to preserve them for future use by the"
scholarly research-community, had its origins in the \
Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended in 1976: - .

When the U. s House of Representatives reviewed
amendments to the Higher Education Act of'1965, it con-'
sidered a proposal to strengthen college and research
library resources through a three-pronged program which
would provide funds to the Librarx of Congress to:

1. vauire copies of all library materials currently

published throughout the world, of value to

scholarship;

2. provide cataloging information and distribute
it by printed cards and other means;

3. enable the Library of Congress to pay adminis-
trative costs of cooperative arrangements for
acquiring library materials published outside
the United States (House Report 94-1086).

It was the Senate Report (94- 882) which added the present
part C to Title 1I, the College- Library Assistance and

Library Training and Research Programs. The Conference

Report (94-1701)7notes that "The Senate bill, but not the

House, adds a new part C to Title II for major research
libraries, inecluding institutional, independent, and public
research librariee; The House recedes with an amendmgnt

that the maximum number or libraries that may be assisted

4




s 150. n3
The President signed . the Edugetion Amendments of
1976 (Public Law 94-482) on October 12, 1976, ag enacted

by Congreos; Authority for this‘T;%orq:esearoh:1ibrhry

.
~

program'is contained in sections 231;236 of pPart C of
'Title II of the Higher Education Act of 1965, ag, amended
by section 107 of the Education Amendments of 1976 )
(90 STAT. 2090), which is reprodoced on the tollowing
page. | -

The Regu}ationo whicn implemented séction,107 of'

the %%ﬁ::tion Amendments of 1976 and governed the award

of grants to eligible major research libraries was issued

.in the Fede;g} Registér, Wednesday , becember 28,_1%77'_'
(42 FR 64836). These regulations appeared as part f3é of
Title 45”of,the General Education Provisiona, a numbering
system which remained in effect for awards nade in fiscal
78, 79'and*80 until- changed to accommodate proviéﬁons of
the Education Department General Administrative Regula-
tions (EDGAR) , its 34 CFR part 778 While the cnange in
numbering systems introduces the appearance of confusion,.
the revisions themselves are fairly-straightforward.
"Discussions of the intent and interpretation of certain
regulations wnich follow in later ohaptero of this report:
refer to both numbering systems, where necessary and

appropriatef for instance, "Eligibility for Assistance,”

defined by section 136.04 of the initial regulations and
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~ puBLIC LAW s 82-10CT. 12, 1976,

d‘l .

" NEVISION ON RESEARCH LIBRARY RESOURCES -

20 USC 1042.

“Masjor rescarch

. library,”

20 USC 1043,

lections which nre-available to qualified weers and which—

title for that vear.

20 USC 1044,

‘fS!':c.
. periodic

Sec. 107. Part C of title I of the Act is smended to read as follows:
“Paxt C~-STREXOTHENTNG RrsEARCH Lisrany Resovaces v E
“PINDINGS AND PURPOSE B e

4Sec, 231. (a) The Congress ﬁh‘dl that— c o
\ “(1) education, scholarship, and reseaich are significant to the
scientific, econoinic, and cultural development of the Nation, and
that stendy advances in the social and natursl sciences are essential
to s‘olvethe{rpblemsohcompiex society T
“(2) the Nation's major research libraries are often anessentiol
element in undergradnate education, and are essential to advanced
and grofomiomil educatiaw and research ; and ' : < :
4(3) the expansion in the scope of educationn] and research -~ | -
programs and tlie rapid increase in the worldwide production o :
of recorded knowledge have placed unprecedented demands npon
major resenrch libraries. requiring progrums and services that = ¢
strain the capabilities of cooperative action and are bevond the
financial competence of individual or collective library budgets.
“(by It is lhe'purros«- of this part to promote research il edu-
cation of higher quality throughout the nited States by providing
financial assistance to major research libriries. g '

*APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZED

 wXge. 232, Fhere are anthorized to be appropriated El0.000.000 for -
the fiscal vear 1977, RISMN.000 for fiscal year 17K, and w21ikn.n0

for fiscal vear 1979,
SELIGIDILITY PUR ARBIFTANCE

“Sre, 233. For the pnrposes of this part. the term ‘major resenreh
library' means a public or private nonprofit institution. including the -
library resources of -an institution of higher education. an mdependent
researeh library. or a State or other public library, having libmry «ol-

(1) make a Bignificant contribution to higher education aml
research: T o .

() are broadly based and are recogized as Laving nationnl
or international sigmificance for xcholarly research:

“(3) are of u unique natnre, and cohtnin materinl not sidely
available: and . _

~(4) are inssubstantinl demand by researcher and scholars not
connected with that institution. o ‘ ‘

~(b) No institution receiving a grant under this part for any fiscal .
vear may be eligible to receive a basic grant under xection 2022.of this

YEQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION OF ARRISTANCT

".S!:c. 234. The Commissioner shall establish. criterin designed to
achieve regional balance in the allocation of funds under thiz\part
which is reasonable in light of the requirements of section 283, 1\ .

“LIMITATIONS

235. (w) No grant may be -made under this &ll‘t for books, 20U . 1045.
als, documents, or other related materials to be used for sec-

tarinn instruction or religions worship, or primarily in connection

ot (b)
part.

with .“K part of the pro

8 m of a school or department of divinity. ' 1
‘ot miore_than 150 institutions niay receive a grant under this |

YOONBULTATION .WITH STATE AGENCY

+ “Sec. 236. Each institution receiving & grant under this part shall
periodically inform the State Library admimistrative agency and the
State agency, if any, concerned with the educatipnal activities of all
institutions of higher education in the State in w. ich such institution.
is located, of its activities undex.this part.”. . G

20 USC 1046.




g éectidn 778.5 of éDGAR,‘is given the dual designation

1

' ;36.04/778.§} as rgfe:ence_to bosh‘sets'qffregulations.

Nov. 8,

Oct.

Nov.

Je 6,

Dec.

* Qcto

Apr 3,

Nov.

Dec.

Mar 27,

Time-Table of HEA II-C'é;velbpment .

'65
12,
22,

'76

177

28, V77

3, '80.

'80

o

14,

24,

181

Educatlon Act of 1965,

'76

.(41 FR 51550)

'80

'80

o

PL 89-329 | -

© -

Education Amendments of 1976, P§ 94-482,
Bection 107 enacts a new part C of Title II
to trengthen Reaearch Library Resources”

Notice of Intent to Issue Regulations
with a call for public 1nput

Proposed Rules Igsued .

with a call for comment N
(42 FR 28899) | | o
Final Regulations Issued - J

as part 136 of Tltle 45 of General Ed .
Provisions '

(42 FR 64836) . : R ‘ -

. N
Education Amendments 6f 1980 (PL 96-374) R

Revised Regulations
to accommodate provigions of EDGAR and

" changes of selection criteria, with call

for comment 4

(45 FR 22820)

Notice of Intent to Publish Regulationg
to implement Education Amendments of 1980
with call for comment (45 FR 75562)

(NOTE: insufficient time was allowed to
receive public comment)

!

LY ] »

Final Regulation Issued
now coaigIea in Title 34 part 778 of the. m

Code of Federal Regulationg, along with

other Department of Education Regulations

(45 FR 85430)

. L | -
Notice of Intent to Review and .Amend v
with call for comment R o
(46 FR 19000) ‘ N ‘ '
. \ | - | , ,/.;A-
7 TowT
» N ¢
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“TOct;,zg; 187 , Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng “'I
- e - with call for: oomment S I
|t us FR 53370) ,,r s

_ Pending_'Bz - Flnal Regulatlon Issued h‘” | ‘;"‘

- -

) "" Co .

“ TN

'Shéping-éﬁblicﬂpoiing”

-~

Testlmony recelved durlng Senate and ﬂouse consldera-

vtlon of the Educatlon Amendments of 1976 shaped a new part
;”C of Tltle II deslgned to. pfbmote research and educatlon

oo o . .
of hlgher quallty throughout the Unlted States by prov1d1ng

’flnanC1al ass;stance to*major research llbrarles. Ther

-

v

T

8§

'-statute d1rects the Comm1s510ner of Educatlon to establlsh
cr1ter1a deslgned to achleve reglonai ba ance in the'

'allocatLon of funds under the program. It also prov1des

y

‘that not more - than 150 1nst1tutlons may rece1ve a.grant

N . - l .

"under the program. The ”Notlce of. Intent to Issue

Regulaﬁéons" was publlshed in the Federal Reglsber Monday

 Novembér 22,A197B with’ request for publlc 1nput .on the -
follow1ng nrne\questlons-b A a g L -
- i!; "Is?there a need to ampllfy in the regulatlons

- the deflnltlon of "major research ‘library” in '

‘ the statute°. 1f: so, in what way° '

2. How should each of the various elements of - the“
. . 'statutory definition of "major research library"
. ~ be'established for each- appllcant. for example,
0 uthrough 1nformatlon provided 1n ‘the appllcatlon%

.v3."For what spec1f1c purposes should grant funds be .. .
-+ used? What lihits, if any, should the regtlation
..~ impose upon, the allowable expendltures under )
I grants° RN . o




0
‘

4. What'levei'of«grant”funds needs ta be provided -
.- in particular awards in order for. the program to _
_ strengthen research llbrary resources’ o . <

. 5.'7If Federal funds are llnuted, should many Small
“grants be made or a few large ones? 1 . {

>

.6 what should be - the duration of Federal support
to a partlcular grantee under the program’

7.' What criteria should be establlshed to achleve
regional balance in the allocatlon of program
funds’ . o . . ‘

§. What other evaluation criteria should be - |
established to govern award decisions? . . = ~ . .
" 9. What type of information should be requested in
. - the application°"< ' S o )

N

'Forty—flve letters were recelved by the Commlssloner whlch

'responded to the 1ssues ralsed about the Strengthenlng

r

Research lerary Resources program;v These letters'were -

- from "llbrary assoc1atlons, 1nst1tutlons of hlgher educa-f )

&

tion, state agenc1es and publlc llbrarles located 1n 26

states and the Dlstrlct of Columbla.“5 The essence of the L

. e - oo

comments has been d1st111ed here, extracted from the
. N

report in the Federal'kegister_of June 6, 1977.

ELIGIBILITY FOR ASSISTANCE: "While many commenters
felt that there was no need to amplify the;statutory
definition of a 'major. ‘research. library' in the ' T
- regulation, many other commenters suggested specific
standards ‘they thought,should be in the definition,
such as number of volumgs, size.of 'staff, annual
acqulsltlons, .accessibility through interlibrary ,
loans, and unigueness w1th;n geographic or subject - : v
areas.," The response,. in part, from the Commissioner '
was that the "develgpment of strlngent.ellglblllty
standards would negdlessly bog the program down in
. interpretive issues to €xclude libraries from ‘the
opportunity to compete for a grant. The proposed
regulatidns thus includes a liberal eligibility test

o and is designed to shift emphasis from rlgké\\\‘Nv///,_;_\;\;




1 : . . . [ ~ T . e ) ) N

Ellglblllty standards to the competltlve review of.
applications’ under the evaluation criteria.” The o e _
L . regulations "do not establish  any m1n1mum threshold : T
a0 , '~ tests of what ‘'library collections' are.”" Several

' " _ commenters felt that a smaller libratry with a major

o research collection should be eligible for assistance.

> _ i The response was. .that "there is nothing in the pro-

' . posed regulation that precludes such'a library from - °.
_ . , applying , provided that the elements of the statutory
- - : definition are met, " Other commenters were concerned,

' . about ' the ellglblllty of med1ca1 llbrarlesiand

N consortla. :

. USE OF GRANT FUNDS: "The majorlty of commenters felt
T a . -that grant funds_should be used for library resources
LT - and materials,~including the costs of materials,

L processing , catalog§ or guides, data bases for com-
puter input, networks, and interlibrdry loan costs.
A number of co ers also felt that grant £unds
"should be used only. to bulld and maintain existlng
collectlons. .

LEVEL OF GRANT FUNDS: "The majority of commenters - - - . :
were in favor of grants ranging from $25,000 or ‘
$50,000 up to $250,000 or $500, 000. Two commenters
felt that the level of grant funds should be computed
as a percentage of the institution's library budget.
Several commenters felt that there should be no
restrictions s€t .in the regulation, since the level
. of grant funds would depend upon such factors as the
amount of appropr1atlons and decisions of appllcatlon
.rev1ew panels. v

) . DURATION OF FEDERAL SUPPORT: ."Most commenters were
e ‘.. in favor of multl-year support. Several commenters
sugges%ed from 2" to 3 years up to 5 years."

s
ot

’ ’ 4
. ' REGIONAL BALANCE: "Several commenters felt that
. : every State should receive a grant.s Other commenters
. . felt that regicnal balance should be aghieved on the
- basis of geographic and demographic criteria, such
, : as a high point count based on‘populatlon density of
' either the institution's environs or its users.
: ' Several others suggested dividing the United States
- © into spec1f1c reglons -and awarding at least one -
grant to each region." 1In response, "the proposed
» regulatlon provides for regional areas and the award
of extra points” to help achieve reglonal balance.6

v

As the next step and in keep1ng with the spirit of

2

. 10 R
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the public input the “Proposed Rules were issued, with

a call for comment and recommendation, in the Federal . o

Register, Monday, June 6, l977 During the forty-five

~ days allowed for comments in response to the proposed rule,

of.

'approximatelyxthirty-eight comments were received, largely

i
supportive. While many of the suggestions were similar

- to those received in response to the 1nit1al call, at. least

o

three commenters questioned the emphasis in' the proposed
regulation on interlibrary loans and resources sharing on
a national and inter-state. basis as being a slow, costly,

and ineffective method of utilizing grant funds.“_ No -
change was deemed’necessary in the regulationﬁ'primarily l
because N : | ) “*i‘ I
“"the Senate Report (94~-882) clearly emphasizes the
importance of making the resources of :a major -
research library available to researchers . and scholars
beyond the lib(aiy's primary clientele as a central
purpose of the program. The statute itself defines «
- a major research library in terms of the national
v or international significance of its collections,
their uniqueness, and the substantial -demand for
them by researchers and scholars not connected with
the library. 7 v ,

'l

The "Final Regulation was’ issued in the Federal egi ster,

' Wednesday, December 28, 1977: ‘this version of the "Final

Regulation governed awards in FY 78, FY 79,,FY 80, FY 81,
and FY 82, with some changes in the point structure used '
to score an application. : B . ,4‘ ,

r In l980, 'the Higher Education Rjt of 1965 was amended

by the Education Amendments of 1980; -

(PL 96-3 4) the
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<'regulatlons were revised td'reflect changes mandated by
the Amendments and the provmslons of the Educatlon D1vzs1on
General Admlnlstratlon Regulatlons (EDGAR). The proposed

'_changes weare publlshed in the Federal Register, Aprll 3,

1980, 1nclud1ng recommendatlons about. the selectlon'
criteria and deletion of the 11m1tatlon that "no more than
150 inst1tutlons could receive_a grant under the program ’

1n.any fiscal year. The new numbering system for the .
N ’1 .
program was introduced with this.issue, changing Section

136 to Section 778.
In Decehber 1980. the Secretary of the Department of
Education 1ssued revised regulations for the Strengthening

A
Research Library Resources Program.8

The revised regqula-
vtlons were substantially the same as the previous regula-
tions, however insufficient response time had been allowed -
,for.eomhent and public inputvso the regulations did not |
take effect,as expected. Thus, on March 27, 1981, the
Secretary "announced.his dntention to review and,’as
approprlate, amend certa1n regulatlons in an effort to
comply with the requlrements of Executlve Order 12291 and

1ts overall objectlve to reduce regulatory burden._"9 o

-

- In October 1981, the Secretary issued a "Notlce of
Proposed Rulemaking" to revise the final regulations for
the HEA 1I-C program which (1) reorganize the current
regulations, (2) reduce progran requirements, and (3)

implement statutory changes made by the Education Amendments

. - <




’ ’of11986.1° Comment ‘was to have been received by December

~

14, 1981, and is expected to shape the.regulations for

their final form, -

x

Appropriations - o7 '

The statutory authorizatiQndof funds‘for HEA TI-C
was $10,000, oob for fiscal year 1977; $15,600,000 for
fiscal year 1978; and $20, OOO 000 for fiscal year l979.

The actual appropriations for the four years of this study»

P \

were‘somewhat different; '77 d4id not have an appropriation. ‘ »

z

In the closing date notice for fiscal year l978, the

first year of funding for HEA II- C, potential applications .
were notified that the amount of funds available would be .
$5,000,000 with a limit of a maximum of_lSO_grants. :
The closing date notice for‘fiscal year 1979 -reported
‘that approximately‘SS 000 000 would be available, of which
about $2,750,000 wguld be available for 11 new projects,
"the remaining $2,250,000 would support the 9 non-compoting
continuation.projects. ,or , : . ‘ .
| For fiscal year l980?'it was‘expected that approxi-
mately $6, 000 000 would be available to strengthen research
library resources. It was estimated that these funds could

~ ) . [

support about 12 new progects with $2,500,000 and 14 non-

‘competing continuation grants at $3,500,000.

” ~ The funding expectation had not changed for fiscal

4
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year 1981, with $6,000,000 eveileble.. However, it was
: estimated that the funds could support up to 36 new
pro)ects with epproximetely $5 000,000 and support 4 non-
ompeting continuetion grants with $1,000,000, reflecting

a policy change with regerd'to the number of multi-yeer

projects.

A summary of funding requests and project sterts is
ahown as Table 1 on the following page. There is a dis-
crepancy between the number of aAdditional institutionel
partners counted in this study and those counted by .the
Departmént of Educetion in its administretive reports of
’ the HEA II-C progremf The Nepartment of Education counts
hee as institutional’ partners only those’institutions which
" ~ actually receive funds through the HEA II-C prqgram, 1

have chosen to include all institutional perticipents, |
regardless of funding statns:.for instance, I have counted
the John Creraeribrery as en institutional partner with
' the'Universityﬂof Chicago because Crerar's serial records
E were part.of the'project; the Nepartment of Education did

~ not count John Crerar Library as a participant because it

'did not receive federal funds.




TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF FUNDING REQUESTED AND PROJECT STARTS
“ ey ‘ « |

X

Funds Confinua-

Il ~

Number ot Funds Proposals Additional
FY Proposals Requested - Appropriated Funded New tions Institu-
‘ Received By Applicants : - tional

- ' Partners

' >
FY 78 101 $27,000,000 $ 5,000,000 20 20 - 5 ¢
s ! 4
. . - N

FY 79 87 .$25,000,000 $6,000,000 - 26 .17 9 - 14
FY 80 ° 71 $17,000,000  $ 6,000,000 22 8 -14 7
Fy 81 91 $19,000,000 § 6,000,000 30 - 26 a 11
Totals: 350 $88,000,000 $23,000,000 98 71 27 39
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C. Methodology o

L f ,
The primary source of material, for this historical

revieW‘was the Departnent of Education files for funded

HEA II-C projects. The’ work “of the study was accomplished

: by reading: proJect documertation, which consisted of the

applicant proposal for funding, the escoring sheets Fré-

pared by the review teams, the quarterly and final repcrts.

from the prciect directors, and written reports of site

.visits by Office cf Libraries and Learning Technologies

(OLLT) staff In addition, I solicited comment and
spe~ific information from each project director and/or
iibrary director of the award institutions about the
extent'to‘which'prcject werk undertaken by their library
had been achieVeo as_plenned, and‘ifvnot, what factors

had contributed"to underachieverent. The recponse to this

-

inQuiry was‘yery,useful to my'underptanoing of the local
institutional object:wes of the separate HEA II-C projects
and how those objectives fit into national programs for
strengthening the resources of major research libraries.
During the Mid-winter meetinc cf the American Library
Association in Denver, Colorado, Jeruvary 1982, I met witn
approximately twenty-five directors to discuss in more |

detail problems and prospects of HEAR II-C. These dis-

cussions were supplemented by further conversation with

representatives of the Council on Library Resources, the




Association of Research Libraries, and fﬁe American!

Library Association. In addition, I have reviewed .
available report literature,‘journel articles, and other
»papers‘relevaht to the broader national corcerns of

research llbrarles. _ . . . ' .

r

My personal experierce} ﬁlth the work’ of the HEA

§

I1-C program, as a project dlrector and as a member of ,

review, teams for two of the award years cerred by this

study, has prov1ded valuable insight . fo ‘the process and o
the undertones. Additlonal 1nsight has come from vieifs
P
to several of the projects and dlscussion with project S | -
dlrectors akcut the unique features of wo;ﬁwgt that |
institution. My work has been immeasurably assisted by
review and editorialﬁcomment by a number of the projeot i
directors, ' |
I was fortunate to have access‘to:a major computing
facility eo thaf a ﬁumber of statistical»interpretations
~of project budget information could be conducted, such
as the Lorenz Curve and a series.of scatterplots and
correlation coefficiehts.
| Problems were minimal due to the excellent coopera-

tion of the staff of ED, Office of Libraries and Learning

Technologies which made the project documentation available

to me. The most significant probiem was the sheer volume
of papers to be read, digested and synthesized; it caused
the work of the project to proceed far more slowly than

17

L

e
o




anticipated. '

The work of the project Qgs primarily-readiﬁg,‘
listening,rénd writing to summarize and highlight four
years of work under the prov}siohs.oflthé HEA II-C program
to~"St:engthen Researchniibrary'Resogrces.h I hope to be
;able to build on this basic information through analysis
éf the'pﬁblicvéolicy issues raised here as part'of'a

companion study for RutgerstniVersity.

Y + +
. , .
18 B . J;
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II. NATIONAL NEEDS: PRIORITIES FOR
 RESEARCH LIBRARY RESOURCES

A. National Needs as Related to Research Library Resources

h]

The research library of the United States is more
thén a deéentralized collgétipn of physical objects
standiné on shelves and IYkng in vaﬁlﬁs in oven‘4000 géo-
graphicalvlocations!from Orono, Maine to Ladplla; california,
acquired to presérve:informatioﬁ abou: fields of knowledge
and to meet the demands of teaching and reséarch. " The
reééarch library is also a biblidgrﬁphigaéegyork of 3x5
cards, brinted book catalogs, COM catalogs, ;né electronic
images, each providing information aboyt the locations 6f'
physical items as wéll as serving‘as‘a mechanism to trans-

"mit the ;nyellectual content from‘One location to another.
True,bthe stahdard transmissidn device in the 1980‘8 is é
local delivery van, Ups} or. the postal service; ho&éver
current technology permits fapid teléfacéimile and elec-
Eronic data t}ansﬁission, when prdper équipment and com-
patible systems are present.

o G;ven_cugrént technol&gy which can move inforﬁation

from one location to another, the scholar'aﬁd the fa;t-
finding nesearchér need not travel just to work with
primary soufces nor do théy need to have the whole body of

19
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man's knowledge housed in a nearby research library,

waitingbpatLentl§iand expensiVely for some future potentiallV
'use.b.The hitoh "of course, is that citations to only a ]
fractlon of the available research material Y/SIGG in }
blbllographically compatible formats which can be trans-
mitted, stored and acoessed by‘the' far-flung research
community. This is why bibliographic control is an issue
- of nat1onal concern. . o
. Printed book catalogs, a venerable and respected )
blbllographic record storage mode, as well as thedr_ modern
counterpart, the COM catalog, contain a static body of

A ]

titles, are expen51ve to produce, to purchase and to house.

Mansell, NUC, Pre-1956 Imprints, with4}ts more than ll
million authof eftries, is a fabulous‘bibliographic'store-
house in 754'uolumes, yet thousands of pre-1956 imprints
"were "discovered" too late to be tncluded.

3x5 cards are handy, while the rules for filing them

<

are not; . furthermore each polnt of planned access (author,

-

title, subject) requlres a separate card. - There is no
. 1

t

single card catalog which contains~all the entries for all

the variant titles houged in the research libraries across
this country. Many of the ambitious unioncard catalogs

have closed because the‘filing structure became in-

o

creasingly complex with the growth of the ffle; akin to
the dinosaur, the union.card catalog becomes too big for

¢ the space available and inefficient to operate. : |
2& ~
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Electronic storage of bibliographic records ailows

linked, multiple access points to a single recSQd but the

costs of record creation, reéﬁption and search,ere high.
% ‘
Furthermore, competitidﬁPhn the library and information ‘Qﬁé

gp,‘ *

‘marketplace has produced systems which éannot share

B

:iﬁformation readily, due to language and design differences

L

and proprietary concerns. In response #o the concerns

which arise from electronic control,of,records, the major
. . Ly >v~ ~ . . .
bibliographic utilities are working'.to coordinate file

output without compromising their services, product;'or
corneraof the market.ll Early in 1982,- OCLC and RLG
announced that each was willing to mount tapeevfrom the
other's system, a major policy change. s
Wwhile gadining control over the location of reaearch.“)

material and the means of/Fescribing each item in a *¥ , ..

' standard format, as well as adding to the reservoir of
knowledge have been a concern in this country long before
the first gathering of librarians in New Yorh City in

18,53; where Charles Coffin Jewitt, dibrarian of the
Smithsonian Institution, said "we meet to provide for the .
diffusion of .a knowledge' of good books and for enlargind
the meanshof‘public access to them,"12 the physical items
have been slowly déterioratﬁng .from old age, poor‘storagej§

and inferior paper. Certain types of publications have

literally disappeared from existence, such ag political

broadsides, short runs,and special editions, ephemera, and

A}

&

)




' . . Con . . o - S}
. 3 . - - . . 4
. . [ . . 3! .

N 3 especlally,,sclentlflc and scholarly treatlses generated
By - N \ ) ' )
durlng the fledgling perlod of an emerglng academlc d1s-'

s :',‘W'A c1pllne or £1eld of study, prov1ding ample Justlflcatlon

‘j'for greservatlon to be consldered an 1ssue of natlonal

v

o o S . : S . - , »
“~concern._, e Hy S D 5;'--~ . R .

- e Managlng collectlons through Judlclous selectlon,

“

B as well as planned dupllcatlon and dlscard, runs ‘in. tandem L= -

v . -
. . \n '-,_ .

".w1th preservatlen aﬂd babl;ographlc control of our natlon 5, N

=

research llbrary résources.' Professlonal concern about o
) 4T v
' N dupllcatlon of resources is twp edged sword for research L
“h V',J" o llbrarles' on one - hand, the truly unlque and rarg“scholarly _ '1‘i

resources need not be repllcated endlessl} around the -

‘_xcountry,_conversely, those 1tems whlch support baslc day-"
"}‘_'to-day teachlng and scholarly work must be readlly avall-. A o 1

e
'access to remotely stored 1nformat1on 15 the most cost-

_'able for consultatlon and fact-flndlng. For some, electronic'

v

-

o _ ‘effectlve method to galn certa1n types of 1nformatlon, such
Lo - - R i
’ as c1tatlons, abstracts, data, locatlon 1nformation and

S areferences.~ In other 1nstances, 1nspectlon of the prlnted

-y
; N ¢

R 'work or 1ts repllca 15 the only‘acceptable method to

- . dlscover facts and to draw concluslons The 1ssue 1& that

llbrarles must be able to determlne 1n advance of purchase'

whether an 1tem exlsts elsewhere in the natlon 8 research

”llbrary system' whether the qwner-lnstltutlon 1s w1lllng o o

”to make 1t avallable to a dlstant scholar- and whether 1ts

1ntended use dlctates repilcatlon at yet,another research o

; ) o
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'1ibrary location'or its"branchesi"mhe answers'to these

questions impact decisions about fundamental aSpects of

library serVice,'such as definitions of the primary

clientele and its needs; size, scope and lifetime of the
collection- ownership of material and transfer of . owner-
ship to central “banks ownership of electronically

generated remotely stored data, price control and the

, : S 2
. bibliographic cartel. . e

“Thus by the 1970° s, when ‘the planning for HEA II-C

W

was initiated the interEWined issues of collection E

-

development, preservation,,and bibliographic control and

a '

~access had emerged as the central needs of/the nation s

.

"research library'community Research libraries must find o

and acquire resources which arée not now available to the'

- . W kd

scholarly community or: which will enhance ex1sting collec-

tions on a subject,'research libraries must preserve items .

»

A - . B
already part of the national research-library'system-land

~

they . must prov1de bibliographic control over the entire

national collection so ‘that ‘a researcher in\any geographic.

-

location canvlearn-of the existence of an itlem and gain

access -to is contents.

s




Bﬁi.PubliC~§olicy‘Response.to National Need

The HEA II-C program to strengthen the res